Abstract: Typically, laboratory experiments suffer from homogeneous subject pools and selfselection biases. The usefulness of survey data is limited by measurement error and by the questionability of their behavioral relevance. Here we present a method integrating interactive experiments and representative surveys thereby overcoming crucial weaknesses of both approaches. One of the major advantages of our approach is that it allows for the integration of experiments, which require interaction among the participants, with a survey of non-interacting respondents in a smooth and inexpensive way. We illustrate the power of our approach with the analysis of trust and trustworthiness in Germany by combining representative survey data with representative behavioral data from a social dilemma experiment. We identify which survey questions intended to elicit people's trust correlate well with behaviorally exhibited trust in the experiment. People above the age of 65, highly skilled workers and people living in bigger households exhibit less trusting behavior. Foreign citizens, Catholics and people favoring the Social Democratic Party or the Christian Democratic Party exhibit more trust. People above the age of 65 and those in good health behave more trustworthy or more altruistically, respectively. People below the age of 35, the unemployed and people who say they are in favor of none of the political parties behave less trustworthy or less altruistically, respectively. behavior. In fact, the exogenous variation of variables in controlled environments is the only truly reliable way to make causal inferences. If somebody believes that an important factor has been left unspecified or uncontrolled, or that this factor could not play a role in the experiment although in the external world it is likely to play a role, it is often possible to change the experimental conditions such that the factor that had initially been left out can now play a role.
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Advantages and Disadvantages of Laboratory Experiments
For a long time the social sciences were viewed as a field that is based on theoretical reasoning and passive observation of empirical facts. Social scientists thought that it is impossible to use controlled laboratory experiments to enhance our understanding of human behavior, economic mechanisms, social institutions and government policies. Laboratory experiments first became firmly established in social psychology whereas in economics, sociology and political science they remained somewhat marginal until today. In economics views gradually changed during the last 3 decades -first very slowly and more recently change has been rather rapid. The award of the Nobel Prize in Economics to Vernon Smith, who is probably the most influential pioneer in Experimental
Economics, is an indication of the fact that laboratory experiments are now routinely used by an increasing number of economists.
The key advantages of laboratory experiments are the tight control of the environment under which subjects make their decisions and the replicability of the data. If somebody does not believe (in the robustness of) the behavior pattern observed in an experiment he or she can just replicate the conditions under which the original data have been generated, and observe whether the original data pattern does or does not emerge. If somebody does not believe the proposed interpretation of an observed data pattern he or she can design new experiments to test the original interpretation against competing interpretations. If one is interested in the causal impact of certain variables then the experimenter can vary the variable of interest and observe how this variation affects subjects'
behavior. In fact, the exogenous variation of variables in controlled environments is the only truly reliable way to make causal inferences. If somebody believes that an important factor has been left unspecified or uncontrolled, or that this factor could not play a role in the experiment although in the external world it is likely to play a role, it is often possible to change the experimental conditions such that the factor that had initially been left out can now play a role.
Thus, there can be little doubt that laboratory experiments provide the chance to substantially enhance our knowledge about human behavior. It is also clear, however, that laboratory experiments have their limits. One of the most frequent criticisms of experiments is that they are "artificial" and that they lack "external validity". However, critiques do not always indicate with sufficient clarity what is meant by these criticisms. Sometimes the simplicity of experiments is attacked because the real world -which we ultimately want to better understand -is so much more complex. This criticism is often misplaced because, in general, it is necessary to understand the simple cases first before one is able to understand the more complex cases. As good theory starts from understanding simple cases good experiments also take simple cases as their starting point. For example, much of the progress in modern genetics arose from the analysis of very simple organisms with an extremely limited number of genes.
Experimental results are externally valid if there is good reason to believe that the experimental environment, under which the results have been generated, captures essential elements of naturally occurring environments. Again, the similarity with good theory is illuminating here because theories that are thought to be "relevant" must capture essential elements of the external situation to which they are applied.
More important criticisms of experiments concern the constrained subject pool that is used in most laboratory experiment and the selectivity of the subject pool. Most laboratory experiments are run with students as subjects. It is obvious that students' behavior may differ from the behavior of other groups in society. Students probably come from families with above average income, are of a certain limited age range, have above average IQs and are more used to abstract problem solving. Moreover, it is even unclear whether the typical student subject pool used is representative of the student population.
There are a few studies that examine the potential biases caused by using students as laboratory subjects. Cooper, Kagel, Lo and Gu (1999), for instance, compare the behavior of Chinese middle managers and Chinese students in an experiment examining the ratchet effect. The ratchet effect arises if managers of firms, which are regulated by central planning authorities, withhold effort because they fear that if they perform too well, the authorities will ratchet up the planning targets for next year. Cooper et al. show that over time students and managers converge to the same behavior but initially there are some behavioral differences across these groups.
While studies like the one by Cooper et al. are very interesting and useful they do not fully address all the potential biases created by using student subjects. Nor do they address the selfselection problem inherent in the typical recruiting procedures for laboratory experiments. Only fully representative experiments can address these problems.
Advantages and Disadvantages of Surveys
The main aim of surveys is to draw conclusions for a universe of a population (in the social sciences either for persons, households or firms) without surveying the entire population. Surveys allow drawing conclusions by means of samples. The samples should be randomly chosen because otherwise representativeness cannot be ensured. There are several interview methods at hand. The traditional method is a face-to-face interview by "paper and pencil" (PAPI). If an interviewer fills in the questionnaire in a laptop the method is called "Computer Assisted Personal Interview" (CAPI). If the interview takes place through the phone in most studies the answers are typed in a computer system (Computer Assisted Telephone Interview -CATI). In Internet surveys the respondent fills in a questionnaire via the Internet. However, in principle Internet surveys are just a new kind of self-completed survey. Until recently, selfcompleted surveys have been administered by ordinary mail. Internet surveys are a modern form of mail surveys. To the extent to which randomly selected participants are unwilling to participate in a mail survey self-selection problems emerge. In most Internet surveys the self-selection problem is even more severe because even the initial sample of potential respondents is not randomly chosen. The respondents of Internet surveys select themselves into the "sample". 2 Research on nominal wage rigidity indicates that survey based income measures are plagued by considerable measurement error (see Altonji and Devereux 1999, Fehr and Goette 2000) . However, this problem can be solved by collecting panel data, i.e. surveying the same unit over time.
It is unclear to what extent the answers to such questions are good indicators for people's real trusting behavior. Yet, these questions are mainly interesting because they try to capture something about people's real behavior. Answers to attitudinal trust questions have been used in cross-country regression of the impact of social capital on economic growth (Knack and Kneefer 1997). In view of the uncertain behavioral validity of the answers to these questions it requires a big leap of faith to believe in the credibility of these regressions.
In a recent study Glaeser et al. (2000) showed for a sample of students that attitudinal trust questions like the ones above do not predict real trusting behavior in controlled experiments. The authors find that they predict people's trustworthiness but not people's trusting behavior. However, the study by Glaeser et al. also nicely illustrates one of the important limits of most previously conducted experiments. The sample population for this study consisted of Harvard Undergraduates.
It seems natural, therefore, to question the generality of these results. Perhaps, attitudinal trust questions tell us more about people's real trusting behavior if one uses a representative sample.
Yet, despite the use of a rather limited subject pool the Glaeser et al. study nicely illustrates some of the major advantages from combining survey studies with experiments. The behavioural content of survey questions can be validated and the socio-economic and demographic determinants of experimental behavior can be examined.
Combining Surveys with Experiments
In this section we propose a method allowing a smooth and inexpensive integration of simple game-theoretic experiments into a survey design. A survey typically consists of a large number of randomly chosen independent respondents. There is no interaction between the survey respondents. The total payoff for player A is thus given by 10 -x + 2y Euros; the total payoff for B is given by 10 + 2x -y Euros.
In the experimental literature the gift exchange game (Fehr, Kirchsteiger and Riedl 1993) or the trust game (Berg, Dickhaut and McCabe 1995) have such a sequential structure. These games mimic the effort enforcement problem in labor markets or the quality enforcement problem in goods markets and the repayment enforcement problem in credit markets. Thus, some of the most important economic interactions have the structure of a social dilemma. Our game described above can also be interpreted as a simple sequential trade under incomplete contract enforcement. For A the goods (Euros) that are owned by B are worth twice as much as for B, and vice versa. Both players would be better off if they trade their goods but player A has to have trust in B to be willing to trade and B has to be trustworthy.
One way to implement our sequential social dilemma game in the context of a survey would be to first interview one half of the respondents -the first movers (players A). Then the other half of the respondents -the second movers (players B) -is interviewed. Each second mover is informed about the decision of "his" of "her" first-mover after which the second-mover makes the decision. This decision of player B is then communicated to the matched player A. However, this sequential way of implementing the game imposes heavy administrative and logistical problems on the organization of the survey. It is, therefore, desirable to free the implementation of the survey from this burden and conduct the sequential game in a simultaneous way, i. e. a one step fieldwork procedure. 4 This can, in principle, be achieved in two ways, the "strategy method" and the "specific decision method".
In our sequential social dilemma the strategy method requires that player B makes a The main advantage of the strategy method is that it provides more information about the behavior of player B than the "specific decision method" which is described below. If one combines survey methods with experimental methods the strategy method gains an additional advantage by rendering it easier to achieve this combination for sequential games. However, the strategy method may also have some disadvantages. One potential disadvantage is the dilution of incentives. In the case of our particular sequential social dilemma the probability that any one of the 11 feasible actions is chosen by A is well below 1. 5 Another potential disadvantage is that asking B how he would respond in any of the 11 feasible situations is less emotionally arousing then if B is confronted with an actual decision by player A. It may be one thing to actually get a generous transfer from player A but another thing to be asked how one would respond to a generous transfer by A. 6 Psychological consistency requirements might also affect B's response to A under the strategy method. For instance, the need for consistency might induce player B to prefer a monotonically increasing transfer -giving more the more A gives -whereas under the "specific decision method" the need for consistency cannot become operative. Under the specific decision method B is confronted with the actual decision of A and responds only to this decision.
So far the experimental literature does not provide clear-cut answers about whether the strategy method induces sizeable and significant distortions relative to the more natural specific decision 4 We tested both methods by means of a pretest in April 2002. 5 Yet, research on the effects of stake size on experimental outcomes reveals that this effect is likely to be small and not too important (Camerer and Hogarth 1999) .
method. All the same, if one has a large sample of first and second movers the need for the strategy method is weakened because the likelihood that each of the feasible first-mover actions is chosen with sufficient frequency is relatively high. This raises the question whether it is possible to implement a sequential game within a survey in a simultaneous manner without the use of the strategy method. In the following we will present a solution to this problem.
Our method rests on the idea that the experimenters determine -based on previous experimental knowledge about the distribution of first mover actions -an ex-ante distribution of first mover actions. Every player B is confronted with a randomly chosen first mover action from an ex-ante distribution and he only responds to this randomly chosen action. For the decisions of players B and the final payoffs it does not play a role that the first-mover action has been randomly chosen from an ex-ante distribution. It is sufficient that every player B knows that he is matched with a randomly chosen other (anonymous) participant of the survey who has been assigned the role of player A. This method allows the administrators of the survey to simultaneously conduct the experiments with players A and B in a one-step procedure and to match players A and B ex-post,
i.e., after all As and Bs have made their decisions.
This matching is done as follows. First, the actual distribution of first-mover choices is determined. For any feasible action x of the first movers there is a number of first movers who
actually chose x and a number of second movers who responded to x. If the ex-ante distribution is based on sound information about previous first-mover behavior 7 , and if the sample size is large enough, the number of first-and second movers will be roughly equal for any x. If the numbers are exactly equal for a given x each second mover, who faced x, will be randomly assigned to one of the first movers who chose x. If the number of second movers (for a given x) is larger than the number of first movers, each first-mover is randomly matched with one of the second movers. In this case there will be a few second-movers who will not be matched with a first mover (however, the payoff for those second movers is clear, because they respond to a given x).
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In the opposite case, when, the number of first-movers (for a given x) is larger than the number of second movers, some of the second movers will be repeatedly "matched" with a firstmover. This means that the decisions of some individual second movers become decisive for more 6 The gap between hot and cold cognitions might be especially important in bargaining games in which negative reciprocity applies (like in the ultimatum game) since negative emotions causing punishment might be stronger than positive emotions causing reward. 7 We conducted a pilot experiment in early 2002, which provided the basis for our ex-ante distribution of first-mover actions. 8 One can also think of this situation as one in which some of the first-movers are matched with more than one secondmover. However, each first-mover gets paid only according to one randomly assigned second-mover. Thus, while a first-mover's decision may be decisive for more than one second mover, each first-mover is only paid according to the decision of one randomly assigned second mover.
than one first-mover. However, each second-mover is paid according to only one randomly assigned first-mover.
The matching procedure can formally be described as follows: Let M1 x be the number of first movers who choose x and M2 x the number of second movers who face x. The first movers who have chosen x are randomly assigned the numbers between 1 and M1 x ; the second movers who faced x get randomly assigned the numbers between 1 and M2 x . For a first mover with assigned number m1 x , the transfer of the second mover with assigned number m2 x is decisive if
The advantage of the ex-post matching process is that one can combine the survey with a sequential experiment without any distortion of the usual way of conducting surveys. Moreover, the experimenter tells the subjects the truth about the game. Each subject is in fact matched with one randomly assigned participant of the survey who is in the other role and the decision of the counterpart, with which one is confronted, is in fact made by a real individual. The only information that the second movers do not have is that the action with which they are confronted
may not yet have been made. As the survey-experiment is actually being conducted it may sometimes happen that the (ex-post) matched first-mover has already made his or her decision whereas at other times this decision will be made later. However, from a game-theoretic viewpoint this design feature is completely innocuous. What counts is that the second mover will be matched with a real person who has made a real decision and that the action of the second-mover does affect his own and the matched person's income.
First Implementation
The first implementation of our method of combining a survey with an experiment is based on a representative sample of adult individuals living in private households within Germany. It is a random sample based on the random walk method (cf. Fowler 1988 In this study we found it useful to first conduct the full survey questionnaire. When all questions had been answered the interviewer explained the experiment with the help of written instructions to the survey participant (see appendix 2). No survey respondent was forced to participate in the experiment but 97% of the survey participants were willing to do so. After the interviewer had explained the rules of the experiment the participant received a decision sheet and an envelope.
The first-movers indicated how much money they transfer to the second mover. After they had made their decision they also indicated their expectation about the second mover's transfer. On the decision sheet of the second mover a hand written number indicated the transfer of the firstmover. The second-mover indicated on his sheet how much money he transfers to the first-mover.
After a player made his decision he folded his decision sheet, put it into the envelope and closed the envelope. This means that the interviewer did not know the decision of the participant. When the interviewers explained the rules of the experiment they also told this feature to the participant, i.e., the participants knew that the interviewers will not know their decisions. The interviewers were also instructed to let the participants privately make their decisions.
Finally, in our case we also had the advantage that a well-established research instituteInfratest Sozialforschung -conducted the survey and the experiment. Infratest Sozialforschung is well known in Germany -it is one of the major institutes conducting opinion polls before elections and it routinely conducts many surveys each year. Infratest, in particular, administers every year the questionnaire for the German Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP) and has a reputation of being a reliable and trustworthy research institute. This is important because it enhances the credibility of the experimental instructions.
When all surveys and interviews had been conducted Infratest matched first-and secondmover, computed individual earnings and sent checks by snail mail to the participants. The firstmovers were also informed about the decision of the matched second-mover.
In the following we present some of the results that emerged from a preliminary analysis of the data. First we shortly discuss to what extent our sample is representative for the German population. Then we examine whether our survey questions designed to elicit the participants' trust correlate with our behavioral measure of trust -the first movers' transfers. Then we analyze socioeconomic and demographic determinants of trust and trustworthiness as exhibited in the experiment. Table 1 shows the distribution of important demographic characteristics of the realized sample and compares it with the overall distribution of these characteristics in the overall sample of the SOEP, which comprises about 12,000 households and 25,000 individuals. The results of this comparison indicate that our sample is representative in all dimensions displayed in Table 1 . The small differences between our sample and the SOEP sample are insignificant.
Empirical Results

Do answers to trust questions predict trusting behavior?
In our survey we had several trust and fairness questions. In total there were 134 questions in the survey and our trust and fairness questions were answered at the beginning (Questions 5-10, see appendix 2). Our questions were taken from the General Social Survey conducted in the US, from
Glaeser et al. (2000) and from other surveys. 10 In the following we describe them in some detail: Question 8 contained 14 items, ranging from trust to your own family, to neighbors, friends, colleagues at the workplace, to schools, the police, the courts and big enterprises. The answer categories were: very much trust, relatively much trust, little trust, no trust at all.
Question 9:
Have you ever spontaneously benefited from a person you did not know before? 10 We are grateful to Wolfgang Jagodzinski for providing us with information about those surveys. Via factor analysis we built five factors out of Questions 5, 6, 7, 8 and 10. The higher a factor the more people exhibited trusting behavior in the past (Question 10), the more they express generalized trust in their family, their neighborhood, the police, the courts, etc. (Question 8), the more they believe in other people's fairness and altruism (Question 5, 6 and 7), and the more they have spontaneously benefited from other people's generosity (Question 9).
In Table 2 we present ordered probit regressions of first-mover and second-mover behavior on these trust factors.
11 Regression (1) shows that Questions 7 and 10 have a significant impact on first-mover's transfers whereas the answers to the other questions do not correlate significantly with real behavior. This suggests that questions about past trusting behavior (Question 10) and about trust in strangers (Question 7) do predict trusting behavior in our experiment. Because we asked the first-movers in our experiment about the transfer they expected from the second-movers this expectation variable can itself be interpreted as a measure of trust. It is, therefore, interesting to examine whether, when controlling for the expected transfer, our trust questions still remain significant (see model (2) in Table 2 ). The results for model (2) indeed show that Question 7 becomes now insignificant. This suggests that trust in strangers, as exhibited in Question 7, becomes operative via more optimistic expectations about the second-movers transfer. However, Question 10 remains highly significant even after controlling for expectations: For given expectations about second movers' transfers those individuals who reported more trusting behavior in the past also exhibited more trust in our experiment. This fact may indicate that people who score high on question 10 are habitually more trusting or that they are more altruistic. For the same probability of getting things back they may be more willing to lend money and other personal possessions to their friends.
In order to assess the relevance of different questions as a predictor of trusting behavior it is also useful to examine the simple raw correlations between respondents' answers and respondents'
behavior. This is done in Table 3 , which shows the Spearman Rank Correlations between answers and behavior. The table confirms that questions about past trusting behavior are by far the best predictor of trusting behavior in the experiment. One can also see that the correlation regarding answers to questions 7 (belief in others' trustworthiness) and to question 9 (having benefited from a stranger in the past) are significantly positively. Only the factor for the items of question 8 does not co-vary significantly with trusting behavior. However, this could also be due to the fact that the factor related to the different items of question 8 confuses trust in family members, neighbors and colleagues at the job with trust in institutions. Perhaps, if one separates these two components of trust, part of the answers to questions 8 is significantly related to trusting behavior. Yet, as Table 3 shows, separate factors for trust in persons and trust in institutions are also not significantly related to trusting behavior in the experiment.
In model (3) we examine the impact of our trust variables on second-movers' transfers. If one takes our questions literally, there is no reason to expect that there is a correlation between the answers on trust and second-movers' behavior which shall be based on trustworthiness respectively fairness. However, Glaeser et al (2000) recently found that the answers to attitudinal questions about trust such as, for instance, to Question 7 was, are not correlated with trust but with trustworthy behavior in his experiment. In our representative sample this is, not the case. None of the trust questions comes close to be a significant predictor of trustworthy behavior.
Thus, taken together we have identified two survey measures of trust that correlate with trusting behavior in the experiment: direct questions about trust in strangers and questions about past trusting behavior. 12 None of the survey measures of trust are good predictors of trustworthiness in the experiment.
Socio-Economic and Demographic Determinants of Trust and Trustworthiness
Our sample is representative of the German population and we know a lot about the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of our respondents. In the following we illustrate how this information can be profitably used to learn more about the determinants of trust and trustworthiness. We would like to stress, however, that the analysis below is rather preliminary. It does not constitute a fully-fledged examination but is intended to illustrate the usefulness of our approach.
Our analysis is based on Figures 1-3 and Table 4 . In Figure 1 we show the distribution of the first-movers' transfers and Figure 2 shows the average transfer of the first movers as a function 12 Glaeser et al (2000) also found that past trusting behavior outside the experiment is significantly correlated with trusting behavior in the experiment.
of the first-movers' beliefs about the transfer of the second mover. Figure 1 indicates that transfers of zero, five and 10 occurred most frequently. 17 percent of the first-movers transferred nothing, 36 percent transferred 5 Euros and 11 percent transferred 10 Euros. 24 percent of the participants transferred between 2 and 4 Euros. Figure 2 shows that the first-movers' transfers are strongly dependent on their beliefs of what they will receive from the second-movers. The higher the believed transfer of the second mover is, the higher the first-movers' transfer is.
In Table 4 we perform ordered probit regressions of first-and second-movers' behavior on a list of demographic variables that we thought are potentially important or that have been suggested in the previous literature on trust and trustworthiness. 13 The ordered probit specification perfectly meets the truncated range of our dependent variable. Regressions (1) and (2) 14 Turning to second-mover behavior, Figure 3 shows that the average transfer of the secondmover is increasing in what they received from first-movers. This is also confirmed by regression model (3), which indicates that the first-movers' transfer is highly significant. In addition model (3) indicates that second-movers below the age of 35 give significantly less whereas those above 65
give significantly more than the comparison group aged 35-55. Foreign citizens, unemployed workers, people who recently separated from their (marriage) partner, people who indicate that they favor none of the existing parties, and people who indicate that they favor the Christian Democratic Party give less. Second-movers with good health tend to give significantly more. These party effects, however seem to be driven by older respondents because they vanish if the sample is restricted to respondents below age 60 (not displayed in a Table) .
Summing up it is interesting that gender, people's income situation (corrected for household size), worries about the own economic situation and whether people have comparatively low or high education does not affect either first-or second-mover behavior.
We checked the above results in several ways. We conducted, e.g., regressions restricted to those below the age of 60 to check whether the unemployed still give less when the sample is constrained in this way. The rationale for this is that the unemployment variable in model (3) might also pick up behavioural differences between the unemployed and the retired. The negatively significant impact of being unemployed on the second-movers transfer is, however, robust. The main effect of excluding respondents above the age of 60 was that all the party effects in model (2) and (3) vanished.
Due to the small number of cases influential cases that dominate the results of the regressions are very likely. But for the ordered probit regression there is no straightforward tool at hand to aid in the search for influential cases. So we calculated the leverage (diagonal elements of the projection hat matrix) using an OLS regression for detecting those cases. Applying OLS to our data is not ideal but not wrong because our dependent variable has 11 values which is -in practical terms -a sufficient range for OLS. We found between 4 and 6 influential cases in our four models.
After taking them out of the ordered probit regressions the coefficients did not change a lot. But there was one exception: due to the small number of cases we lost the observations for separated respondents and thus the respective significant effect.
In our view the most interesting results from this preliminary analysis concerns the age effects, the impact of high skills, household size and foreigner status on beliefs (and hence firstmover transfers) and the impact of health status and unemployment on second-mover behaviour.
The latter effects suggest that satisfaction with life and jobs may also have important effects on trust and trustworthiness -a question we intend to explore in future work. While researchers typically concentrate on significant effects we believe that it is also interesting to focus on those variables, which did not affect behavior in our small sample. For instance, income (adjusted for household size) and worries about one´s own economic situation have no significant impact.
Likewise, living in big cities or in rural areas leaves trust and trustworthiness unaffected. It is, of course, always possible that with more data these variables eventually become significant.
However, in our sample these variables are far from being significant which does not raise confidence that they eventually will turn out to be significant as sample size increases.
Conclusions
In this paper we proposed to combine representative surveys with representative experiments. This combination enables researchers to overcome important limits of both methods and cross-validate survey data and behavioural data from experiments. However, experiments involving the sequential interaction between participants who are separated in subsamples of first and second movers pose a methodological challenge because a survey consists of independent interviews of non-interacting respondents. We proposed to solve this problem by starting from an empirically plausible ex-ante distribution of first-mover choices. Second-movers in the experiment are confronted with randomly chosen first-mover decisions from the ex-ante distribution. When all first-and second mover decisions have been collected the ex-post distribution of first-mover choices is used to assign to each second-mover who was confronted with a first-mover decision x a first-mover who actually has chosen x. With the exception of a few marginal cases such ex-post matching is possible if the ex-ante distribution is based on reliable empirical information about the likely ex-post distribution of first-mover decisions (and overshooting cases can be matched in a fair manner as well). The big advantage of this method is that it integrates experiments that require social interaction between respondents into surveys resting on independent interviews in a smooth and inexpensive way.
We illustrated the power of our approach with the help of a representative social dilemma experiment designed to measure respondents trust and trustworthiness. We identified those survey questions on trust and trustworthiness that are the best predictors of behaviorally exhibited trust.
This information is quite useful for future survey research. It turns out that questions about past trusting behavior and direct questions about people's trust are the best predictors of trusting behavior. Our approach also allowed us to identify important socio-economic determinants of trust and trustworthiness. Retired people, high skilled workers and respondents from larger households trust less, whereas Catholics and foreign citizens exhibit more trusting behavior. Retired people and healthy people show more trustworthy behavior whereas those below the age of 35, foreign they are in the role of the first-mover.
citizens, and the unemployed exhibit less trustworthy behavior. Although our analysis is still at a preliminary stage we regard this as promising results that encourage further investigation of our relatively large data set. Note: Ordered probit regressions. Robust standard errors in parentheses * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% Transfer of first mover This participation rate is typical for randomly sampled surveys in Germany.
Each interviewer had to recruit 5 interviews per sample point. All recruited respondents in a given PSU were assigned the same role in the sequential dilemma game. All respondents in a PSU were either all in the role of player A (first mover) or all were in the role of player B (second mover).
This method allowed a balanced split between the two subsamples defined by the role of the players in the game. 50 interviewers surveyed only participants in the role of player A and 50 interviewers surveyed participants in the role of player B. In addition, since the interaction between respondents took place only across PSU's the anonymity of the respondents was guaranteed. Even the interviewer did not know with whom a particular participant was matched.
15 Based on the specific standard instructions for a random walk. 16 The interviewer could not reach about half of all nonrespondents within the very short field period.
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Field work instructions for the experiment 
